DOCUMENT RESUME -

ED 136 377 EA 009 292

AUTHGR Blanchard, Paul D.; Kline, Robert L.

TITLE The Importance of Regionalism in the Decision-Making
’ Style of Local Boards of Educatiom.

PUB DATE Mar 77

NOTE 23p.; Paper presented at the "Conference on the Urbhan

South: Perspectives and Retrospectives" (Charleston,
South Carolina, Harch 25-26, 1977)

EDRS PRICE ~ - HMf-$0.83 HC~$1.67 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Attitudes; *Board Administrator Relationship; *Boards
of Education; *Conflict; *Decision Making; Elementary
Secondary Education; Females; Geographic Regions;
Political Inflnences; *School Superintendents; Tables
(Data) ,

IDENTIFIERS Regionalism; *United States (South).

ABSTIEACT
This study examines some of the characteristics of

decision-making on school boards, focusing on the behavior of -
southera school board members in comparison with their counterparts
in other regions of the country. Data were collected in 1975 at the
convention of the National School Boards Association (NSBA)..
Self-administered questionnaires were randomly distributed by the
NSBA staff members to board members and superintendents. This
procedure generated a sample of 1,091 school board members and 116
superintendents. Three areas of board decisional behavior are
studied--representation and representativeness, including the degree
of representation of woren on the board and whether the members of
the boards view themselves as representatives or trustees and whether
they view the board as more like a corporation board or like a
legislature; accessibility to groups and the public; and the
decision-making style of the board. The latter topic is concerned
with two broad areas--whether the superintendent or the board is
dominant and whetker the board is bipolar, unipolar, nonpolar, or
concealed in its decisional conflicts. Gemerally, school board
politics in the South is different from that found 'in other regioms
in several important ways. (Author/IRT)

a5 e 2 3k ke o 3k kg 3Kk ok ok o ok 38 3k ok o 3k 35 3 2 3 ok ek e s o 3k e ok 3kl ek 3k ok ok ok ok e 3k ok ok ook ok o 3 ok Ak ok ke ok e dkok kK K

* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished

* paterials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available

* yia the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not

* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions
*
*

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
e et o ok o oo o o o o 3ok o ok Kok ook 3k ook ok ok e o o skl ok Sk ook 2k ook ook o o ok ok o ook ek ok ok ok koK ok ok ok ok Kok ok Yk

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*



L ]
Av

EA 009 Z9&

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
ATING §T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT, NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

The Importance of Regionaliem in the
Dacision-Making Style of local Boards
of Education

by

Paul D, Blanchard
Robert L. Kline
Eastern Kentucky University

Prepared for presentation at the "Conference
on the Urban South: Perspectives and Retrospectives,*"
Chgrleston, South Carolina, March 25-26, 1977

2



The manner in which local boards of education make decisions has been a topie
of study for & number of years among scholars in the field of educational admin-
1stration.1 More recently, social science researchers have begun to examine the
decisionel behavior of local school boards.2 Political Scientists in particular
have increasingly devoted their research efforts toward the study of school
board53 since school boards are so obviously involved in politics, i.e,, the mak-
ing éf authoritative decisions which affect large numbers of people, In fact,
of the two most comprehensive studies of school board decision-making to be completed
in recent years, one was written by two political scientists4 and the other relied
heavily on political science research.5 ' h

The present study represents a continuing effort bﬁ the p#rt of the authors
to examine school boards, especially Southern school boards, from a political
perspective, In an earlier study of boards in Kentucky and Florida,6 we found
that the school board decision-making process is dominated by the school super-
intendent. Not only ware superintendents domirant in all areas of the decision-
meitngprocess, but they were most dominant in the more crucial areas of what is
to be taught, who is to teach, and where the educational dollar is to be spent,
These findings were not unexpected in light of earlier research which suggested
that school board members will defer to the professional expertise of school admin-
igtrators on most issues rather than exercise their own independent Judgment.7

We also found that among Florida and Kentucky school board members, the obli-
gation to expreas tpa views of a constituency seemed to be much less devdloped
than among other elected officials like city councilmen and state legislators,
Using the language of legislative research, we found an overwhelming proportion of
truastees" g1 very few "delegates."8 Finally, ws found relatively high levels of

internal ‘conflict on school boards in these two states, which was somewhat unexpected

3




-2e

in view of earlier fesearch, which emphasized cohesive behavior on boards of
education, as well as the literature written for school boards members, which
stressed the need to avoid intra-board conflict at all costs.9 Unlike many
writers of educational administration texts, we interpret tho presence of conflict
to be generally healthy and productive for school boards, since it seems to
reflect a more open, conscientious, and deiiberétive process of decision-making.lo
.In this study, we propose to examine some of these characteristics of decision-~
making, along with others, focusing on the behavior of Southern school board
members in comprison with their counterparts in other regions of the country.
While there are a few studies that examine the regional dimension of school board
behavior, they do 80 in & very limited way, usually in discussions of racial
issues.ll This i8 the fifst study of which weare aware which uses region as a
major independent variabie 1nltﬁe study of decision-making by local boards of
education. |

After a brief degeription of the study sample and data collection procedures,

we will examine three dimensions of school board decisional behavior: (1)

Representation and Representativeness; (2) Access to Groups and the Fublic; B —

(3) Decision-Making and Power Relationships. In each case, Southern school board

behavior will be compared with non-Southern decisional behavior.
The Study

The data for this study were collected in 1975 at the Convention of the National
»Scheol Becards Aaébciapion (NSBA) as part of a joint research effort supported by
Eastern Kentucky University and NSBA. Self-administered questiomnaires were randomly

istributed by NSBA steff members to board members and aupefintendenta attending
various small—group,\élinic sessicns of the convention. This procednge generated

a sample of 1091 school board members and 116 superintendents. The fihdings
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reported here are based on the sample of board members only. This sample is
clearly not a true random sample but an inspection of the respondents' demo-
graphic charﬁcteristics suggeasts that the sample is representative of school
bnard members across the United States. Included in the sample are respond-
ents from every state representing awide variety of school districts and
reflecting a ﬁroad spectrum of age, eduéation, and emeﬂence levels.

For purposes of this study, "South" is defined to include the foilowing
states: Alabama, Arkensas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi,
North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennesseé, Texas, and Virginie., Infor-
mation on the states which are included in the other regionsl designations --

East, Midwest, and West -- is availablé from the authors.
Representation and Representativeness

In this section, we consider three distinct features of boards of education

all relating to the themes-of representation and representativeness. One issue
in this area which has received considerable attention in recent yeai's is the
degree of underrepresentation of women in various pﬁh?ons in gbvernment , business,‘
and education. Women historically have“‘had difficulty gaining.inemb.ership on |
boards of education, either by appointmenf or by elect:l.on.l2 Some critics have

' noted this apparent sexual exclisivity and have accused school boards of adopting
informal quota systems in order to limit the numbers of women serving on a given

13 ‘

board.

While most recent studies of school board demographic éharacteristics have
estimated the percentage of women board members in the United States at slightly
" more than 10%, our sample of board members included 21% women. Respondents were

asked how many women served on their board and the responses indicated that
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- — approximately one-third of the boards had no women, about one-third had one woman

o member, and the remnininé one-third had more than one woman on the board. Regional
differences, however, were striking (see Table i). Substantially more board

i members in the South compared to other regions reported that there were no women

N members serving on their school boérds. Many would suggest that this reflects
the political culture of the South, which has seemed to discourage women from see-
ing themselves in political (electoral) roles and has alsi::_l hindered tfxeir chances
fo; guccess when they do attempt to run for office.

Another R?s_sible explanation- for the regionb.l differences in proportioh of
females coui_d be-' the size of the board. Since most Eastern boards a;'e larger
(usually 9 members), there would be a greafer liklihood of more women membérs.

Most Southern boards have 5 or 7 members,; Western boards usually have five mem-
bers, wh:&é“ xﬁost Midwestern boards average 7 mémbers. Since there is still a sub-
stantial disparity betireen Southern and Western boards, even though the iatter

are as small or smaller than the former; we assume that size is not as important

as culture und attitude in explaining the underepresentation of women on Southern
school b'oards.u

To assess Southern and non-Southern boerd members personal views of repre-

. sentation, we have used the familiar delegate-trustee representational role
dichotemy popularized by Wahlke and Eulau, As ﬁoted earlier, board members
clearly prefer the trustee role to the delegate role; in this sample 72% of the
respondents indentified themselves as trustees while 28% opted for the delegate
‘ role.15 The regional differences are shown in Table 2. In this case the differ-
ences are not nearly as striking, but data _show that Southern board members pre-
fer the trustee role to a slightly greater degree than do the board members from
other reglons. While thaese differences are not statistically signific_ant , they
do suggest at least a tendency for Southern board members to place less emphasis

than their non-Southern colleagues on the need to represent a conatitumey..
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Table 1

Region and Number of Women
On The School Board

East Midwest South West
No Women 23.4% 25.4% 41 .4% 26.6%
(60)% (11k4) (75) (41)
One Woman ‘ 32.4 38.5 30.9 Ly, 2
1} (83) (173) | (56) (68)
Two or More LYy, 36.1 27.6 29.2
Women (113) (162) (50) (bs)
99.9% 100.0% 99.9% 100.0%
(256) (ko) (181) (154)
¥Number of Respondents x2=30.775 p<.001
Teble 2

Region and Representational Role

East Midwest South . West
Delegate 26.2% . 29.6% 24, 3% 30.6%
: . (6L) % (128) (b3) : (k5)
Trustee 73.8 70.4 75.7 69.4
_(a80) | _(zom) | _@3m | _(ée)
100.0% 100.0% 106.0% 100. 0%
(244} (k32) (177} (147)
*Number of Respondents x%=2.652 (n.s.]
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In addition to the delegate-trustee item, we asked board members respondents
‘another question relating to their view of representation. They were asked
whether the school board functioned more liké a corporation board of trustees or
like a legislature. The Question was worded as follows:

There are two main points of view about the role of a
school board. Which of these two views coames closest
to your own view? ' '

(1) A school board is like a corporation board of
trustees. It acts to set general goals. Period-
ically it reviews with staff the status of the
institution. Its members generally act as a
team to support the work of the institution.

(2) A school board is like a legislature. It acts
to create the best policies, through open debate.

It wetches vigilantly the progress of its policies.
_ Each member acts as a representative or 'ombudsman'
*" for a constituency. !

On this item, board members were much more closely divided, with a small
majority (52%) favoring the legislative role. As political scientists, we
believe that this role arient-af.ion provides a more realistic prespective,' and
we were pleased that so many of the respondents agreed with us. "The regional
differences sgain were not striking here with the distribution for Southern and
g Mi.dwestern board members very close to the average for th‘e‘en.tix_'e sample.
Western board members were slightly more favorable to the legisiature role while
Eastern board members were less favorable; in fact, the Eastern bo@rd-ihgibers had

a very small majority favoring the board of trustees option. This item, then,

reveals a representational orientaiion among Southern board members ‘both more in

the "mainstream" of national thinking as well és more politically realistic. On

this particular question, at least, a majority of Southern 5oard m_emberé are v
willing to concede that their decision-making does have a political ‘component and

that they do, in fact, have representational obligations.
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Access to Groups and the Publie

In this section, we examine a question closely related to re¢presentation --
how accessible to the public and to interest group representatives are the
gchool board and its decision-making process? One very basic way to answer this
question is to consider when and where achool board msetings are held. School
boards have beean criticized in the past for holding their meetings at certain
Places so as to discourage attendance by "average" citizens, For example, in some
areas, board meetings are held in the morning or afternoon, during working
hours, at a location in or near the superintendant's office, which is often
gome distance from many hoighborhoods. To counter this criticism, a recent
trend has been to hold school board meetings at night and to vary the location
of the meeting so that at some meetings are held in "neighborhood schools."
However, our data revealed that Southern school boards have been more hesitant
than non-Southern boards to follow this trend., That is, Southern respondents were
least 1ikely to report the practice of varjing the meeting location., Using
this indicator, then, we would have fo "juige Southern school boards as laess acces-
gible than boards in other reglons, |

While the meetings of Southern school boards are leﬂé accessidble than in
other regions the issue ‘of the accessibility of school board membérs and Southern
gchool board members in particular merits separate attentioh. Indeed, the question
of political accessibility focuses on the ease of acceas to both political institutions
and to political actors., Thus, the data generated in response to two questions about
the rolationshib of individual schovl board members to interest groups is particu-
larly relevant for an analysis of their political accessibility., Specifically these
" questions sought to determine both the frequency of board members' efforts to
personally seek support for their position from groups and the frequency of

contact from commnity groups seeking the suppoft of school board members.

9
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Clearly the issues of political accessibility and representational role adopted
by policial actors are interdependent phenomen:., One might reasonably expect,
therefiore, that there would be adirect relationshp between & preference for the
"Trustee" role and a diminished level of politvical accessibility, at least as to
the extent thet interaction with interest groups defines representational role,

This expectation is confirmed by our data in that nationally the vast mﬁjority

. of school board membars, seventy-two percent (72%) of the respondents, identified

with the "Trustes" role and,as Table 3 indicates,less than sixteen percent (16%)
;f the respondents reported that they often sought support from interest groups.

The high level of preference for the "Trustee" role across the regiomns and
the fact that in the South the preference for this representationsl role is not
significantly greater than the other regions might suggest that the frequency
of efforts of cchool board members to gain group support would not vary signifi-
cantly among the regions. The data in Table 3, however, point out that this is
not in fact ‘the cass. Southern school board ﬁembers, when compared to their
colleagues from other regions, were least likely to report that they either
never or rarely attempted to gain support from community groups. The differences
in the distribution of responses represented in Table 3 are statistically
significant, (X° = 13.939; p<.05)

If board member-initiated contact with community groups represents one aspéct
of political accessibility than group-initiated contact represents the "other | |
gside of the coin." Table 4 presents the data about this aspect of the political
accessibility of school board members, The first thing which a comparison of
Tables 3 and 4 demonstrates is that school board members from all regions report

that commnity groups are more likely to contact them than they are to éontact

" these groups. Yet, significantly, Southern school board members were most likely

10
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Table 3

Region and Frequency of Efforts
To Cain Group Support

East Midwest South West
Try To Gain
Group Support '
Often 16.0% 11.7% 19.4% - 19.9%
(Lo)* (52) (36) (30) L
Sometimes 35.6 39.9 43.0 35.1 a
(89) (178) (80) - (53) o
Rarely or (hB.? (hBéh : ?7.? 45.0
Never 121} 216) . (70 : (68)
100.0% 100.0 100.0% 100.0
(250) (446) (186) (151)
*#Nunmber ofIRespondents x2=13.939 p<.05
Table L s

Region and Freguency of

Contact by Groups

East Midwest South T West
Contacted by
Groups :
Often 23.4% - 1k4,2% 28.0% 16.3%
(60)* (63) (52} (25)
Sometimes 50.L4 56.0 51.1 58.8
(129) (249} (95} (90) -
Rarely or 26,2 29.9 21.0 24,8
Never (67) (133) (39) (38)
100.0% 100.1% 100.1% . 99.9%
(256) (kk5) (186) (153)
*Number of Respondents x2=19.95k p<.01

11
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to describe the frequency of community proups contacting them as occuring of'ten,
The cross-regional differences in Table 4 are statistically significant
»(xz = 19,954, p¢{.01), It appears, then, that school béard members,and Southern
school board members in particular, are frequently exposed to some of the tactics
of interest group politics, |
Are there identifiable characteristics of politics in the South which help

to explain ‘hese regional differences? The pehnomenon of what has been termed

Job-oriented politics may provide part of the answer. John H, Fenton, for example,
hgs noted that rarely in job oriented politics will an interest group become
", .. . part of a job-oriented political party. Ratimr it attempts to influence
public policy through lobbying activities in the legislature, exectitive, and
Judicial branches of government! "16 Thus, in this political style, at least with
respect to political rarties, there is a tendency for organized iniereats to
seek direct access with individual political actors. In assssing the potential
sources of executive power in state government Thomas R, Dye has noted that "in
the one-party states of the South, . .with their rural economies, lower family
incomes, and poorly educated work forces, state jobs look most~attract1ve."17
The South as an identifiable region would seem particularly compatible with job~
oriented politics and, as our data indicate wlith respect to school board politics,
an area of the country where political accessibility on the individual level is
particularly marked.,

Thus, with respect to the issue of political accessibility it appears that
the practice of educational politics in the South as an identifiable region is
significantly different from other regions., While respondents from all regions
indicate that organized groups contact them as board members about school issues

more often than they contact these groups, the frequency of such contact for

12
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‘f‘both dimensions is substantially different in the South compared to other
. regions, Also, with respect to accessibility of board meetings the situation in
i_b'the South ig different than the case in other regions, However, on this indi-
”cato‘-r of accessibility we find Southern school boards to be somewhat ‘less accesg=

" gible than 1s the case across the country,
Decision-Making Style

In examining the actual process of school board decision-making, we will
consider two important characteristics of decisional behavior — miéml cone
flict and the distribution of suthority between the board and the superintendent.
Conflict, of course, is an important variable in the study of decision-making,
especia}ly for scholars in the field of legislative and judicial behavior, We
consider schcol boards to be legislative bodies, and many of the concepts and
findings of legislative research are applicable to the study of achool boards,
e.g., the representational role concept used earlier., In considering conflict
on boards of education, the Fulau research on nity couneéils in the San Francisco
Bay Arsa is particularly helpful. Fulau measured group conflict and found it
to be associated with other important group characteristics such as co-sponsor-

ship, respect, and affect.la

We have operationalized the conflict variable in our study using a measure
very similar to Eulau's definitién of decisional conflict, A board is defined
as bipolar, when there are consistent, identifiable blocs on the board, unipolar,
when there is little or no conflict, or nonpolar, when there s conflict with-
out any consistent patern.19 We have added an additionsl foutth category, con-
cealed, which defines a aitu;tion where conflict is present but it is not meni-

faested in the voting behavior of the board.zo

13
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The levels of c_mflict of school boards in the four regions are shown in
Table 5. The relatively small Proportion of unipolar boards, except in the
,ir;;ét , 18 somewhat suprising. As discussed earlier,many writings for school
board members argue for a "no-conflict" norm of behav;lor on boards of education.21
It 18 clear f'rom Table 5 that conflict is most prevalent in the East; this ray
partly reflect the strong two-party tradition in the East which might be expected
to have 1mpact~even on deéision-mking bodies which are ostensibly and legully
non-partisan.

The most meaningful characteristic of Southern achool boards related to
conflict is the high proportion of boards (35.5%) with concealed conflict, Why
would so many achool boards feel compelled to conaeal intra-group disagreements?
Several reasons have been suggested. By voting unanimously, a school board
conceals from the public any of the arguments which might have been made against
the deeision.zz :Relatedly, as Philip Meranto has pointed out, any significant
amount of controversy tends to undermine the claim of professional expertise
on the part of school administrators .23 This professional expertise, which is
an enduring theme in so much of the literature of educational adminietration,
will be examined again in our discussion below of board-superintendent power
relationships, Finally, school administrators and board members seem to fear
that conflict, if not concealed, will weaken the public's confidence in the
schools, thus endangering financial support .21' As Maranto has written:

Since virtually every school district must at some time or
another seek public approval of a bond issue or referendum,
educators are understandably anxious to present an image of
consensus ratho§5than ‘disagreemsnt on the expert operation
of the sochools. .

It appears f'om our findings that Southérn boards are more willing to accept
theso arguments about the dangers of conflict, and thus adopt concealment as a
decisional strategy, than boards in other regions. We believe that boards,

14
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Table 5

Region and School Board Conflict

East Midwest South West
Unipolar 17.6% 29.4% 29.6% 37.7%
(u5)* (132) (55) (58)
Concesaled 20.7 30.7 35.5 27.9
(53) (138) (66) (43)
Nonpolar 5. T 35.6 32.3 33.8
(1%0) (160) (60) (52)
Bipolar 7.0 4.2 2.7 0.6
(18) (19) (5) (1) .
100.0% 99.9% 100.1% 100.0%
(256) (449) (186) (154)
*Number of Respondents x2=56.180 p<.001
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Southern and non-Southern, which choose to adopt such a strategy are shortsighted
and unrealistic. Besides being fundamentally dishonest, this kind of behavior
not only reflects a basic distruct of the publie, but also stiffles the opportun-
ity for genuine commnication between citizens and boards on important educational
1asues.® We would argue that boards which conceal conflict will, at least in
the long run, create more public relations problems than they solve.

Our final ﬁppic of discussion is the distribution of power between school
boards and suﬁerintendents. It was mentioned previously that in our earlier study
of school boards in two Southern states, we found a clear pattern of superinten-
dent-dominance in the decision-making process. While in this study  we used a
slightly different question to measure this characteristic, the results were
very similar. The wording of the questionnaire 1tem; and the respansee for all
iegions, are presented.in Table 6, It 13 ~lear from these data that most board
members expect their superintendents to act in the most erucial areas of educa-
tional decision-making without even bringing these actions to the board's atten-
tion., This is true in the areas of hiring teachers, curriculum decisions, choos-
ing textbooks, teaching methods, and student discipline. Legally sehool boards
are embowared " to make such decisions on behalf of the public, While school
boards, like other legislative bodies, might be expected to delegate their imple-
mentation to profeasional administrators, these data suggest that many boards
‘are most willing to delegate the decisions themselves.27

From Table 6, it appears that school boards are more involved in decisions
involving taxes and budgets, teacher contracts, hiring administrators, transpor-
tation, new buildings, and attendance boundries. Norman Kerr has shown how and
why school board members' attention and efforts have been "channeled" by admin-
istrators into these decisional areas, many of which are more routine and thus

"safer" from the administrator's point of view, Howsver, even in these areas,

16




-15-

Table 6

Superintendent -~ Board Division of Responsibility

In which areas listed below does your school board expect the supertendent usually would
bring decisions to the board? In which areas does the board axpect that the superin-
tendent would act without bringing decisions to the board?

Usually a Usually a

Number Board Supt. /staff

Responding Decision Decision Both
School budget and school taxes - 1020 87.67% 9.8% 2.5%
Teacher salaries and contracte 1011 87.3 11.0 1.7
fhich teachers to hire : 1031 19.1 77.9 3.0
Hirirg principals and superintendents 1021 81.4 12.6 6.0
Jhat subjects to teach 1002 20.0 76.4 3.6
vhat textbooks to use 1015 14.9 81.5 3.6
vhat teaching methods to use 1006 6.7 90.8 2.6
Providing transportation 998 51.0 45.9 3.1
Building new schools and facilities .1013 93.5 3.4 3.2
Changing school attendance boundaries 973 ' 78.7 17.8 3.5
Maintaining student discipline 1015 10.3 85.4 4,2%

k Some percentages do not total to 100% due to rounding

17
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it is clear from other research that the decisional norm in most cases is for the
board to unquestiomingly accept the superintendent's recommendation, For example,
after studying several Chicago-area school boards, David Minar coneluded that
‘most boards pass favorably (and unanimously) on almost every recommendation made
by the auper!.n‘l’.ezmderrl’..28 |

In order to compare school boards across regions on this dimension, we
constructed an’ "index of involvement" from the responses presentsd in Table 6,
by computing the total number of decisional areas each respondent said were

brought before his bmrd.29

These findings are reported in Table 7. These data
indicate that school boards in the Fast tend to have the greatest involvement
in decision-making, while Southern and Western boards are least involved, 1.e.,
most dominated by their superintendents. There is an obvious similarity here
between the regional differences on the involvement dimension and the econflict
dimension, In any case, most superintendents in both the South and West a.ppeﬁr
to be in dominaat positions vis 2 vis their boards, especially in the crucial
instructional-related areas, It would thus follow from these findings that
-Southern anid Western school boards could be described in the sams terms that
Norman Kerr used more than ten years ago to describe school boards which he
had observed.3o He characterized school boards as "agencies of legitimation,"
legitimizing the action of the administration to the commnity rather than
representing the desires of the commmnity to the administration. Our hope and
recommendation would be that school boards which fit this description would

seek to re-establish their legal and legitimate authority to make policy for

31
their school distriocts,
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Table T

Region and Schbol Board Involvement.

In Decision~Making

East Midwest South West
Involvement .

Low 9.6% 18.2% 27.8% 30.3%
(2k)* (80) (50) (46)

Modefaf;. 55.8 54.9 53.9" 47.3
(1%0) (241) (¢7) (72)

High 34.7 26.9 18.3 22.4
(87) (118) (33) (34)
100.1% 100.0% 100.0% 100,1%

(251) (439) (180) (152)

p<.001

*Number of Respondents x%=41.567
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Conelusions

" Generally, we have found that school board politics in the South 1s dif-
flferent from that found in other regions in a number of important ways’:

1, Women are less well-represented én Southern school boards than in
other regions,

2, There is a smaller proportion of ‘"delegates" on Southem boards than
on non-Southern boards,

3. School boards meetings are less accessible in the South,

4. School board members in the South both initiate contact with and
are contacted by group representatives more often than their non-
Southern counterparts,

’ 5., Conflict on Southarn achool boards is more eoncealed than on
non-Southern boards,

: 6. Southem school boards tend to be less involf;ad than non-Southern |
i boards in substantive decision-making, Along with Western school
S boards, . Southern boards are more clearly dominated by sunerintondents
than in’ othor regions. , ,
Thess findings, like so much of Southern politioé, seem fo be both'somewhnt
- contradictory and yet quite consistent with other studies of political fbehavior
in the South, For example, some of the findings suggest an open and responsive
4style of representation (vis ; vis groups) while other findings i.re ret‘laotivo
“of 'a more traditional, unresponsive view of politics (representatim of woman,
:structure of confliet). |
- While it is cldar that more research needs to be conducted to 4ranavnr some
of the queastions which have emerged here, it seems to us that the fih;lingb_of
i‘thie study suggest at least twol_ things are happening to Sonth'em board members.
Like other bosrd members around the country, they seem increasingly to be real-
izing the political character of their roles and '?umtiona as aghool board

‘members, As this is happeding however, t_hdr behavioral patterns have taken on
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1 Bome of the chafacféiistics 16ng associated with regional politics in the South..
- Itlis equally clear, of course, that those political characteristics are also |
- experiencing muzh change throughout the "new South,"

In any case, our hope as political scientists is that Southern school boards,
" along with their non-Southern counterparts, will seek to re-establiish their '
legitimate and legal authority to make policy and, in 8o doing, that they will
move in the direction of being more genuinely representative of the publié they
serve, Only as school boards move in these directions will they begin to resolve

| the many ssrious and significant problems which confront education at the local
o .
level,
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